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Background. This study addresses a current problem relating to trust and the identifica-
tion of gender differences in trust/mistrust manifestation. Gender identity is associa-
ted with cultural stereotypes and social roles, which facilitate the formation of trust in 
people. It acts as a significant integral meaning-based component of an individual’s “I”-
conception, which contributes to the formation of trust in himself and the world around 
him.

objective. To study features of trust/mistrust towards others in young people with 
different gender identities.

design. The cross-gender-typical sample consisted of 179 representatives, 83 males 
and 96 females, ages 17 to 23 (M = 19.34 and SD  =  1.79). The techniques for collecting 
data included the MMPI, the Sex-Role Inventory by S. Bem, and the Trust/Mistrust 
towards Others questionnaire by A. Kupreychenko. The results were processed via the 
Mann-Whitney U Test, the Kruskal-Wallis H criterion, and cluster analysis.

Results. Criteria of trust/mistrust among the youth with different gender identities 
were identified, and basic types of trust — categoric, irrational–emotional, ambivalent–
contradictory, and non-differentiated — were singled out. Irrespective of biological sex, 
bearers of different gender identities do not exhibit the same criteria to determine trust/
mistrust.

conclusion. This study makes it possible to enrich our understanding of the role of 
social gender in the formation of interpersonal trust and differences in the foundations 
of trust toward others, in people with different gender identities. The empirical typology 
of trust in youth with different gender identities allows for using the typology in organiz-
ing psychological diagnostics, and for support and improvement of their interpersonal 
relations.
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introduction
An individual’s gender identity is built upon meanings and social categories at-
tributed to males and females in his or her culture. When these cultural meanings 
are embedded into people’s pictures of the world, gender identification becomes a 
part of their personalities. Thus, gender identity is the part of a multi-faceted “I”-
conception and a key aspect in the psychology of the personality (Epstein, 1973; 
Stets & Burke, 2000).

The reasons for gender differences have been studied theoretically from differ-
ent angles.

1. The socio-cultural approach to gender differences implies that gender dif-
ferences result from social, cultural, psychological, and ecological factors. So, ac-
cording to the biosocial construction model of W. Wood and A. Eagly (Wood 
& Eagly, 2012), two factors determine gender differences: physical and socio-
cultural.

Gender division of labor is important since it contributes to the formation of 
cultural beliefs which are reflected in the process of socialization, social stereotypes, 
and social expectations. Female leaders, for example, are evaluated more negatively 
than male leaders, especially when the former demonstrate such masculine features 
such as domination, decisiveness, or self-confidence (Koenig et al., 2011). Men are 
not encouraged to show submission, compliance, and lack of egoism (Judge et al., 
2012). As a result, men and women with pronounced gender identities have higher 
self-esteem, if these identities correspond to the gender standards accepted in their 
society (Witt & Wood, 2010).

2. Evolutionary theory focuses on the impact of biological factors, in particu-
lar, on the formation of the mechanisms which man uses to adapt to a number of 
ecological problems. The idea is that natural selection stimulated the human brain 
so that it could develop various approaches appropriate for settling the problems 
which faced our ancestors (Tooby & Cosmides, 2005): matchmaking, reproduc-
tion abilities, child-raising and protection, etc. These approaches differed accord-
ing to sex.

From the perspective of the evolutionary approach, some factors that cannot be 
explained in terms of biology (for instance, culture) can also affect human develop-
ment (Kenrick & Luce, 2000).

This theory inspired studies into consumer behavior. Men, for example, are 
more likely to borrow money for immediate satisfaction of their needs, in order to 
attempt to enhance their status in the eyes of their rivals (Griskevicius et al., 2012), 
whereas women tend to purchase beauty goods to make themselves more attractive 
to the opposite sex (Hill et al., 2012).

Evolutionists assume that marital problems are also connected with certain 
encrusted gender differences, namely, a greater aggressiveness and proneness to 
risk-taking by males. According to the arguments of A. Fisher, P. Mosquera, and B. 
Ellis, such behavior used to be more functional for men than for women in their 
evolutionary past (Fischer & Mosquera, 2001; Ellis et al., 2012).

Aggressiveness and acceptance of risk favor the formation of not only physical 
competence but also social status and men’s sense of dignity. This behavior pat-
tern heightens men’s status by increasing their control over valuable resources, thus 
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contributing to crucial male objectives: restriction of male competition and greater 
access to more females.

3. The physiological approach based on the study of sex hormones also provides 
insight into gender differences in behavior.

Research shows that testosterone, which is predominant in males, plays a sig-
nificant role in the production of gender differences. Ethical norms prohibit the 
manipulation of sex hormones to study their impact on humans, so the majority 
of findings on this matter result from observations. However, there are novel ap-
proaches, including the study of fluctuations in the population’s hormone level, 
which can be estimated by measuring the hormone level in blood serum or amni-
otic fluid (Cohen-Bendahan et al., 2005).

The most convincing evidence of the fact that hormones promote gender dif-
ferences was obtained through observing children’s play. For instance, V. Paster-
ski and his colleagues found that girls with inborn adrenal hyperplasia (a disorder 
characterized by an excessive androgen production) play games more typical of 
boys (Pasterski et al., 2005).

Thus, hormones affect gender identity and sexual orientation (Hines, 2006).
Women with a higher androgen level are more aggressive (Mathews et al., 2009) 
and enjoy advantageous spatial orientation (Mueller et al., 2008).

Gender identity research was initiated in 1936 by the American psychologists 
L. Terman and C. Miles, who developed the bipolar Masculinity/Femininity scale 
in which male/female ratios were contrasted and interpreted dichotomically (Ter-
man & Miles, 1936).

Then, in the landmark paper on gender psychology, “Masculinity-femininity: 
An exception to a famous dictum?”, Anne Constantinople criticized the treatment 
of masculinity and femininity as independent autonomous dimensions, and thus 
laid the foundation for the development of a new approach to understanding gen-
der identity (Constantinople, 1973).

In 1974, S. Bem and J. Spence (Bem, 1974; Spence et al., 1975; Spence & Helm-
reich, 1978) formulated a new theory of personality structure which offered several 
psychological variations of gender identity. This made it possible to avoid making 
the choice inherent in a bipolar dimension (i.e. either/or). At the end of the 1970s 
this approach suddenly became popular and stirred interest in gender identity 
studies (Eagly et al., 2012).

Scales to evaluate masculinity and femininity were worked out; they exploited 
personal traits borrowed from cultural male/female stereotypes. These models of 
gender identity were based on the evidence that gender stereotypes embrace both 
male and female characteristics (Broverman et al., 1972). The fact is that treating 
gender identity on the basis of traits is in many respects connected with the fact 
that the perception of the masculine and the feminine is often created by observing 
people’s behavior (Uleman et al., 1996). Besides, male and female characteristics 
are easy to perceive (Broverman et al., 1972; Deaux & Lewis, 1984). A. I. Dontsov 
and his co-authors stated that “social stereotypes reflect the typification of habitual 
estimates, expectations, viewpoints and prejudices. Such concepts of social bonds 
and relations are formed within a single culture and are stably shared by its mem-
bers” (Dontsov & Kabalevskaya, 2013).
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Following this research tradition, people were classified into four groups:

(a) masculine type — people with high values of masculinity and low values of 
femininity;

(b) feminine type — characterized by low values of masculinity and high values 
of femininity;

(c) androgynous type — high values of masculinity and femininity;
(d) non-differentiated type — low values of masculinity and femininity.

S. Bem promoted androgyny, arguing that the androgynous model of gender-
role behavior provides for behavioral flexibility and guarantees success in realizing 
diverse social roles, which is beyond the capability of people with expressed exclu-
sively male or female identity (Bem & Lenney, 1976).

In addition, J. Spence and R. Helmreich (Spence & Helmreich, 1978; Spence 
& Helmreich, 1980) offered conditions for assessing masculinity and femininity, 
namely: instrumentality and expressiveness (emotionality).The gender-role model 
was also complemented with new scales which estimated the negative aspects of 
masculinity (for instance, ascendance) and femininity (for instance, easy crying 
and passiveness) (Spence et al., 1979).

Other popular personality models also considered gender differences. For ex-
ample, measured according to the Big Five Personality Traits (extroversion, agree-
ableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to experience) women, as 
a rule, are more friendly, more emotionally unstable, and can reach a consensus 
more quickly than men. Women’s tendency to compassion is also markedly greater 
(Chapman et al., 2007; Costa et al., 2001; Weisberg et al., 2011).

Further research on gender identity has been done using other structures by 
which psychologists can evaluate an individual. Personal traits and human inter-
ests associated with sex, occupation, hobbies, etc. are actively explored. Thus, R. 
Lippa and S. Connelly (Lippa, 1991; Lippa & Connelly, 1990) developed a method 
to diagnose gender identity using interest preferences. Gender identity acts as a 
significant integral meaning-based component of the “I”-conception, and is linked 
with cultural stereotypes and social roles (Eagly & Wood, 2012; Wood & Eagly, 
2010). The male/female division of labor in society (Koenig & Eagly, 2014), in turn, 
contributes to the formation of self-esteem and the level of trust in the world and 
one’s self.

The view of B. Meyers-Levy, a consumer-demand researcher, who identifies 
differences in information processing, is worthy of attention (Meyers-Levy, 1989; 
Meyers-Levy & Maheswaran, 1991; Meyers-Levy & Sternthal,1991). In her words, 
women process information more completely than men, whereas men perceive in-
formation in a more selective manner.

In analyzing non-verbal manifestations of trust in men and women, T. P. 
Skripkina notes that men’s expressions of trust can display “negative emotions” 
and ostentation; such specific elements as “expression of joy and active mim-
icking,” as well as coquettishness, relate to female trust behavior. Androgynous 
women demonstrate trust through use of non-verbal characteristics typical of 
androgynous and masculine men, while non-verbal manifestation of trust by 
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feminine women is seen via a relaxed posture and expression of admiration. The 
authors concluded that differences in non-verbal characteristics showing trust 
between masculine and feminine men and women are insignificant (Skripkina & 
Bandourina, 2007).

Gender differences are also associated with moral judgments. In the opinion 
of Russian scholars A. Dontsov and E. Perelygina, “hierarchy is necessary because 
of the impracticability of a situation in which every person can be trusted at any 
time in accordance with secretly understood rules of ethics” (Dontsov & Perely-
gina, 2014). Thus, women are more likely to follow those they perceive as having 
moral principles and ethical behavior (Jaffee & Hyde, 2000; Walker, 2006). Women 
are more tolerant (Miller et al., 2008) and emphatic (Fehr et al., 2010). Moreover, 
women, as a rule, demonstrate a greater interest in participating in ecologically 
responsible actions (Zelezny et al., 2000),and activities that deal with ethical prob-
lems (doPaço & Reis, 2012).

Men lie more often than women, especially when it comes to their own finan-
cial gains (Dreber & Johannesson, 2008; Erat & Gneezy, 2012), while women lie 
more often in situations when telling a lie can be beneficial for another person (Erat 
& Gneezy, 2012). Women prefer greater altruism in their relationships with others 
(Gneezy et al., 2003; Gneezy & Rustichini, 2004).

E. Kemp and his co-thinkers noted (Kemp et al., 2013) that women donate 
more willingly than men when a charitable event appeals to sympathy. Men, how-
ever, are more likely to take part in charity if their pride is involved.

Unlike men, women tend to overreact when corporate moral misconduct is 
discussed. They are more outraged by unethical corporate behavior, and their in-
dignation can take the form of a corporate boycott (Lindenmeieretal.,2012).Com-
pared to men, women more often accuse a company in a case where the company’s 
product is harmful (Laufer & Gillespie, 2004).

The results of trust research showed that women are more credulous than men 
(Feingold, 1994) and are more likely to trust in others, perhaps due to their greater 
striving for social affiliation (Beck et al., 2010; Buchan et al., 2008; Kosfeld et al., 
2005).

However, gender differences in trust assessment in the context of e-mail cor-
respondence and online games, which include a short and anonymous interaction, 
indicate greater trust by men (Midha, 2012). The women’s lack of trust in online 
relationships is associated with their concerns about observation of confidentiality 
on the Web (Midha, 2012).Women are more anxious about the misuse of online 
information (Garbarino & Strahilevitz, 2004).

The data from brain MRT show that, when participating in online trust-based 
relationships, more brain areas are activated in women than in men (Riedl et al., 
2010). This conclusion coincides with the idea that women can process informa-
tion in a more comprehensive manner. Men can place confidence in a person more 
often than women if they expect something in return.

It is worth mentioning that individuals who belong to groups that have been 
targets of discrimination historically (for example, minorities) are less likely to 
trust the majority of people (Terrell & Barrett, 1979; Alesina & La Ferrara, 2002; 
Glaeser et al., 2000).
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The study of psychological settings with the use of Rotter scale (Rotter, 1967) 
showed that a wide range of situations and potential groups in which people could 
develop trust, where people had more confidence in women than in men (Wright 
& Sharp, 1979). A survey of auditors found that male clients were seen as less trust-
worthy than female clients. In Mexico, governmental officials formed female units 
of traffic cops, hoping that female officers would accept bribes less often than men 
(Treaster, 1999). Other international studies testify to the fact that corruption is not 
as widespread in countries which have greater participation of women in public life 
(Swamy et al., 2001; Dollar et al., 2001).

However, S. Jeanquart-Barone and U. Sekaran wrote (Jeanquart-Barone & Seka-
ran, 1994) that male civil officers are trusted more than female leaders. In principle, 
the impact of gender differences on trust remains unclear; there are few papers 
where the given effects of interaction have been examined.

This brings the ambiguity of the male/female role in trust-based behavior to the 
fore. In addition, taking into account that each of the papers cited explored just one 
or two aspects of trust-based behavior, our insight into the degree of gender impact 
on trust is incomplete.

It should be noted that the complexity of this phenomenon resides in the fact 
that gender identity evolves and changes throughout an individual’s life span (Tobin 
et al., 2010). Although many aspects of this study are applicable to all stages of life 
and development, we focused on the specifics of trust among young people with 
different gender identities. Youth is an important period in gender identity forma-
tion and gender personality socialization. Yet, this phenomenon is understudied 
theoretically and practically. “Self-perception is a powerful phenomenon that re-
quires continual self-expression and discharge, but, simultaneously, it is indefinite, 
filled with the experiences of other people: parents, older friends, and other repu-
table people” (Zinchenko et al., 2016).

Method
The aim of this study was to explore the peculiarities of trust/mistrusts attitudes 
toward other people among young people with different gender identities. In order 
to realize the aim, the following tasks were set out to be addressed:

1. To correlate criteria of trust/mistrust in others among the youth with dif-
ferent gender identities;

2. To assess the intensity of ambivalent attitudes towards other people in peo-
ple with different gender identities;

3. To design an empirical typology of trust/mistrust in others among the 
youth with different gender identities.

Sample
The sample was comprised of young people ages 17–23 (M = 19.34 and SD = 1.79), 

with permanent residence in Yekaterinburg and the Sverdlovsk region. The total 
number was 179, including 83 males and 96 females. Seventy-four percent of the 
sample were students, and 26 % were income-earning youth.
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Tools and techniques
The following tools were used to determine gender identity:

•	 Method	of	Multifaceted	Personality	Study	(MMPS)	—	a	variant	of	MMPI,	
adapted and standardized by F. B. Berezin — 5 scale;

•	 Sex-Role	Inventory	(S.	Bem,	adapted	by	M.	V.	Burakova	and	V.	A.	Labuns-
kaya).

To identify the specifics of trust/mistrust attitudes toward other people, the 
Trust/Mistrust in Others questionnaire by A. B. Kupreychenko was used.

The data obtained was processed with the use of SPSS 20.0 package: descrip-
tive statistics, the Mann-Whitney U Test, the Kruskal-Wallis H criterion, and the 
cluster analysis K-means method.

Results
The diagnostics of gender identity types showed the dominance of an androgynous 
personality type among the youth. In addition, one identity type– namely, non-
differentiated identity type — was not found in the sample examined. The results 
are presented in Table 1.

table 1. Distribution of gender identity types in the sample, %

Biological  
sex

gender identity types

Masculine feminine androgynous non-differentiated

Male (n = 83) 37.7 % 9.3 % 53 % 0 %
Female (n = 96) 8.75 % 31.88 % 59.37 % 0 %

The application of Mann-Whitney statistics made it possible to identify signif-
icant differences in the criteria used to make assessments of interpersonal trust by 
groups of the opposite biological sex (Table 2). It was found that male participants’ 

table 2. Comparative analysis of the significance of various criteria used to establish trust 
in others for male (n = 83) and female (n = 96) groups 

Biological  
sex

criteria of trust

Reliability Knowledge friendly  
feeling unity calculation

Male M = 2.614; 
SD = 1.06

M = 2.205; 
SD = 0.62

M = 2.012; 
SD = 0.63

M = 1.928; 
SD = 0.73

M = 2.42; 
SD = 0.885

Female M = 2.052; 
SD = 1.059

M = 2.10; 
SD = 0.85

M = 2.833; 
SD = 0.816

M = 2.093; 
SD = 0.995

M = 1.875; 
SD = 0.886

UMann- 
Whitney value 2839.000 3665.500 1977.000 3752.000 2620.000

Level of  
significance .001 .184 .000 0.472 .000
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building of trust-based relationships was mainly guided by such criteria as Part-
ner’s Reliability and Calculation, while for young women, Fellow Feeling, — i.e. 
emotional attitude toward a partner–played the role of a fundamental trust factor. 
The results obtained correlate with A. B. Kupreychenko’s findings.

Breaking up the male sample into masculine and feminine groups allowed us 
to detect the following differences in trust criteria estimates. At the statistically 
significant level (p < 0.05), we found that, in shaping trust, masculine males rely 
more on Knowledge (U Mann-Whitney value = 64.000 with p = 0.000) and Calcula-
tion (U Mann-Whitney value = 68.500 with p = 0.001), and less on Friendly Feeling 
(U Mann-Whitney value = 84.500 with p = 0.004) than feminine males. Matching 
of masculine and feminine subgroups did not produce statistically significant diffe-
rences in the criteria of trust in other people.

The splitting-up of the female sample according to gender identity type also 
indicated differences in the criteria that feminine and masculine women use as 
basis for building up trust. We found that feminine women are mostly guided by 
the criteria of Friendly Feeling (U Mann-Whitney value = 73.500 with p = 0.001) 
and Unity (U Mann-Whitney value = 74.000 with p = 0.004), and less by the factor 
of Calculation (U Mann-Whitney value = 66.500 with p = 0.000) than masculine 
females. As in the case of the male sample, correlation of masculine and feminine 
women subgroups with the androgynous female subgroup did not produce any dif-
ferences at the statistically significant level.

Further analysis provided the opportunity to single out criteria for building up 
trust-based relations with others in groups with different gender identities (Table 3). 
In line with the results obtained, trust criteria for masculine-type respondents are 
Reliability, Knowledge, and Calculation; for feminine-type respondents — Friendly 
Feeling, Unity, and Reliability; for androgynous type respondents — Reliability, 
Knowledge, and Friendly Feeling.

table 3. Comparative analysis of the significance of the criteria determining trust in others 
in groups with different gender identities

gender  
identity type

trust criteria

Reliability Knowledge friendly  
feeling unity calculation

Masculine M = 2.951; 
SD = 0.630

M = 2.707; 
SD = 0.602

M = 2.122; 
SD = 0.748

M = 1.780; 
SD = 0.852

M = 2.707; 
SD = 0.750

Feminine M = 2.378; 
SD = 0.492

M = 1.757; 
SD = 0.641

M = 2.892; 
SD = 0.906

M = 2.622; 
SD = 0.893

M = 1.595; 
SD = 0.551

Androgynous M = 2.476; 
SD = 0.823

M = 2.396; 
SD = 0.801

M = 2.267; 
SD = 0.760

M = 1.940; 
SD = 0.936

M = 2.198; 
SD = 0.883

Valueχ2 18.976 30.337 15.837 18.170 33.499
Level of  
significance .000 .000 .001 0.000 .000

The analysis of the spread of indicators on the scale “Weaknesses of the Person 
You Trust in Most” in the groups under consideration showed trust ambivalence 
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in representatives of the androgynous identity type.In this group this indicator 
made up 3.24points, while in the respondents with feminine and masculine iden-
tities, it constituted 0.89and 1.24points correspondingly. This result testifies to the 
fact that the bearers of an androgynous identity whom we studied evaluated the 
person they trusted in the most as unreliable, unpredictable, and one who stirs up 
ill feeling.

With the help of cluster analysis K-means method, we designed a typology of 
trust in others among the youth with different gender identities.

Type1 singled out those in the sample who had the highest differentiation of 
trust indicators with regard to a person who deserves to be trusted, and the person 
who is not worthy of confidence. Characteristic of this type is a reliance on high 
level of knowledge of people deserving trust, and those not justifying confidence–
i.e. this type’s representatives consider themselves able to understand and to envis-
age other people’s behavior. The person who failed to justify confidence is evaluated 
rather negatively in terms of his drawbacks, whereas the person enjoying trust lacks 
practically any weaknesses, and is considered reliable on the whole. This type can 
be conventionally named “Categoric.” This type of trust was found in 31 % of the 
respondents.
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Androgyne identity Masculine identity Feminine identityfigure 1. Representation of the types of trust in others among the groups of young 
people with different gender identities, %

Type 2 was noted for giving the greatest significance to the trust criteria of 
Friendly Feeling, Reliability, and Unity. In other words, this type establishes 
trusting relationships on the basis of affection and emotional attachment. A con-
fidence-inspiring person is seen as a personality with common interests, values, 
and world view. Representatives of this type are characterized by low indicators 
of Knowledge about the given person, i.e. the perceived similarity and common-
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ality are the result of affection, not of the objective state of things. Completely 
non-contradictory trust-based relations are typical of this type. Thus, this type 
can be labeled as “Irrationally Emotional.” One-third of the sample fell under this 
category.

Type 3, the “Ambivalent-contradictory” type, represented a certain counterpo-
sition to Type 1. The man who deserves trust is, at the same time, assessed as a 
person who is pleasant (Affection) and also as stirring up ill feeling (Weaknesses): 
as well-known and familiar (Knowledge) and alsounfamiliar, unpredictable, and 
unreliable .One quarter of the sample belonged to this type.

Type 4, the “Non-differentiated,” was characterized by the lack of differentia-
tion between persons deserving and non-deserving of trust. All indicators in these 
categories have close values. This type was found in 11 %of the sample.

The distribution of the youth with different gender identities according to types 
of forming trust in others is shown in Figure 1.

discussion
The survey was based on results from a sample which included three gender groups: 
masculine, feminine and androgynous. The sample was cross-gender typical, i.e. 
there were masculine females and feminine males. It is necessary to note that the 
data obtained showed the dominance of androgynous personality type among the 
youth. This is likely to be linked with the fact that this type is more adaptive to so-
cial reality, with its contradictory dictates and ever-changing conditions.

It was found that defining groups showing different criteria of trust in others 
according to social sex (gender identity) demonstrated more agreed results than 
the defining groups according to their biological sex. In other words, masculine 
males have more in common with masculine females in the criteria they use to 
shape trust-based relations than with feminine males. Thus, the results of the study 
make it evident that differences in the behavior of men and women, and features of 
their social positions, arise from differences in social sexual identification, not from 
biological sexual differences.

Bearers of different types exhibit different sets of criteria to establish underlying 
trust in others, irrespective of their biological sex. So, representatives of a feminine-
type identity tend to substitute Trust for Faith in their attitude toward a partner, 
and their level of trust is defined on the basis of feelings rather than the cognitive 
aspect. This type’s representatives have the lowest number of significant trust crite-
ria, compared with masculine and androgynous groups.

By contrast, representatives of the masculine identity type build up trust in 
others based on certain knowledge about them, their past acts, and mutual interest 
in establishing trust-based relationships. In this case, the relations are the result of 
rationalization. In other words, these representatives also fall back upon some sub-
stitute for trust–Calculation–rather than reliance on trust itself.

The androgynous identity type has a system of criteria synthesizing the criteria 
of the two above-mentioned groups. This system is represented by both rational 
grounding — Calculation, Knowledge — and emotional bonding –Affection. This 
can probably explain why an ambivalent, contradictory type of trust in others is 
more characteristic of representatives of this type of gender identity.
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conclusion
Trust reflects confidence in the honesty and positive intentions of the people around 
you. Trust/mistrust is fundamental for shaping friendship, love, and respect. Trust 
acts as a basic premise of interpersonal, intra-group, and inter-group relationships. 
It is the condition for building up forms and types of relationships between people.

The results obtained with respect to trust criteria, as well as the empirical typol-
ogy of trust in others among young people with different gender identities, enable 
us to take them into account in interpersonal interaction, and to use them in orga-
nizing psychological diagnostics, and providing support for an individual’s inter-
personal relations in a way adjusted for the individual’s gender identity.

limitations and future research
This study allowed us to gain a certain understanding of the social sex role in build-
ing interpersonal trust, and of differences in trust in others among people with 
different gender identities. However, this research does not exhaust all aspects of 
the problem of gender differences in the context of trust. The prospects for further 
study reside in considering and examining trust specifics among bearers of differ-
ent gender identity types in various periods of their lives, i.e. searching for intra-
generational differences. While analyzing interrelations between gender identity 
type and specifics of interpersonal trust, it is necessary to consider such factors as 
the individual’s experience of trust-based relations,family status, and value-moti-
vation spheres.
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